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PANINIAN SYNTAX 
AND 
THE CHANGING NOTION OF SENTENCE 


By 


MADHAV M. DESHPANDE 


1. The Problem 


1.1. In the last two decades, a good deal of valuable work has appeared 
on the notion of sentence in Sanskrit philosophical and linguistic traditions. In 
this study, I endeavor to pinpoint certain important aspects of this notion in the 
works of the early Sanskrit grammarians — Panini, Katyayana and Patañjali. 
There is a general tendency among the traditional commentators on Panini to 
believe that all these three grammarians held the same notion of sentence, though, 
as shown by Kunjunni Raja (1976), Bhartrhari and a few others recognize that 
the T'rimunis held different views. However, the more common view has found 
some modern adherents. For instance, G. V. Devasthali (1974: 214) argues: 
** We may be justified in concluding that the three munis of vyakarana were at 
one in holding that a vakya primarily is ekatin.... It is not at all necessary 
that there were any differences among them in this respect." This view of 
Devasthali was criticized in Deshpande (1980) and also in Kunjunni Raja 
(1976). Both of these studies argued that there were significant differences 
between the views held by Panini and Katyayana and that it is not appropriate 
to claim that they held the same view. Also see: Mahavir (1984). Also no 
previous study differentiated Patanjali's views on the notion of sentence from 
those of his predecessors, and the general belief is that at least Katyayana and 
Patanjali held the same views. In this study, I will attempt to separate Patanjali’s 
views from those of Panini and Katyayana. 


1.2. Kiparsky (1982: 11) showed that ‘ Panini has the advantage of 
not requiring a deletion of the copula in so-called nominal sentences in Sanskrit. ” 
In this context, Kiparsky points out that a string such as devadattah päcaka 
odanasya ‘* D (is) the cook ( who cooks) rice ” can, for Panini, bea ‘ complete” 
sentence even without a finite verb. In his 1984 review of Kiparsky (1982), 
Bronkhorst raises doubts concerning i) Panini's treatment which allegedly does 
not require deletion of the copula, and ii) the completeness of sentences like 
devadattah pacaka odanasya. Bronkhorst ( 1984 : 310) says; 
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In order to know if Sanskrit speakers looked upon devadattah pacaka 
odanasya as a complete sentence, we turn to P. 2. 3. 1. Vt. 11: 
astir bhavantiparah — prathamapuruso'prayujymano'py asti. 
Patanjali illustrates: vrksah plaksah | astiti gamyate | “ The fig 
tree [is] a tree. The word asti ‘is’ is understood." This means 
that at least in the opinion of Katyayana and Patañjali nominals 
cannot be predicated without a finite verb in Sanskrit, as in English. 


Clearly, Bronkhorst implies that the same must be the view of Panini, otherwise 
his evidence from Katyayana and Patañjali would be out of place. The debate 
has come back full circle to the starting point. It is necessary to reanalyse the 
question and make things clearer, 


2. Basic Issues | 


2.1. We may pose the following questions in order to provide a frame- 
work for the discussion : 


i) Is it absolutely necessary to have a finite verb (tim) in a 
sentence ? 


ii) Can there be a purely nominal sentence ? 
iii) Can there be a purely verbal sentence with no nominals in it ? 
iv) Can there be more than one finite verb in a single sentence ? 


These are only some of the questions which need to be carefully answered. 
However, answers to these questions must be provided from various different 
angles. For instance, one can provide surface-oriented answers to these questions, 
looking purely at the words attested in texts. One can also provide derivation- 
oriented answers to these questions. A derivation-oriented answer may insist on 
the existence of certain elements in a sentence which are not actually attested in 
the surface of the text. Such a distinction in the orientation of one's questions is 
very important. For instance, Laddu ( 1980b : 207 ) says: 


And yet the fact cannot be forgotten that while Katyayana defines a 
Sentence as “ containing one verb (ekatin)*', he himself is found 
illustrating a vākya with or without the use of a verb. Hence, the 
conclusion is irrestible that both Katyayana and Patanjali view a 
vakya basically as “ A semantically coherent statement or expression 
which may or may not contain a verb or the modifiers of action. ” 


There is no conflict in claiming that underlyingly each sentence must contain 
a fiaite verb, and yet using surface-sentences which may or may not have a 
finite verb. Katyayana's claim that each sentence must have a finite verb relates 
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to the deeper derivational level and not to its surface-expression. One can also 
look at the diachronic dimension of the evidence and see if there is any change in 
the pattern of attested sentence-structures. In dealing with derivation-oriented 
answers, one must be careful in specifying the particular derivational procedures 
proposed by different grammarians, keeping in mind that a grammatical 
derivation is after all a conceptual construction imposed by a grammarian on the 
data observed by him. Such conceptual constructions differ from grammarian 
to grammarian and there is no reason to believe that the conceptual constructions 
of any one grammarian represent the true ‘ native” perception of a given 
language. This needs to be reemphasized here, because scholars often cite 
insights of Patañjali to justify. conclusions regarding Pānini. The case in point 
is Bronkhorst’s use of Katyayana and Patañjali to detect how ** Sanskrit speakers 
look upon a sentence ". The implied logic seems to be like this : All Sanskrit 
speakers have a common way of looking at linguistic data. This way can be 
detected from the works of Katyayana and Patabjali. Since Panini was a 
canskrit-speaker, he must have had the same way of looking at his linguistic data. 
Such a generalizing tendency often creates serious problems in reconstructing the 
particular views held by particular grammarians regarding sentences which are 
identical in their surface-expression, In Deshpande (1985), I have shown in 
great detail how our judgements about ‘natural ellipsis’? in Sanskrit cannot be 
imputed into the works of ancient grammarians, because each of them had a 
different idea as to whether a given sentence was elliptical. A sentence such as 
the reflexive passive construction odanah pacyate ** the rice cooks (itself) '* was 
not an elliptical construction for Panini, while Katyayana derives it from the 
structure odanah pacyate atmana ‘the rice is cooked by itself " through the 
ellipsis of the word atmana ( Deshpande 1985 : 7 ff). Similarly, while Katyayana 
derives the sentence präsädät preksate ** X watches from the palace" by ellipsis 
from prasadam äruhya preksate “having climbed the palace, he watches ”! 
Patanjali sees no need for this ellipsis. He justifies the ablative prasadat as 
representing a true point of departure for the vision of the person ( Deshpande 
1985:58). This makes it clear that we cannot assume that the Sprachgefühl 
of any one grammarian can be trusted in making judgements about the sub- 
jectivity of another grammarian. The variation in judgements about ellipsis is an 
important factor in variation regarding the notion of sentence and its derivation. 
On a superficial examination, it may seem that grammarians like Katyayana and 
Patanjali are attempting to back their grammatical conclusions in terms of 
universally applicable ontological and philosophical notions about actions and 
substances and their relationships. However, a closer look may reveal that such 
ontological and philosophical theories are often made possible by the particular 


features of a language like Sanskrit, and that the philosophical theories instead of 
RGB.,.3 | | 
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being genuinely universal are circumscribed by the particulars of the language 
under consideration. This point will be discussed at some length in comparison 


with theories of Arab and Hebrew grammarians, and by considering data from 
other languages. 


3. Vakya in Panini 


| 3. 1. The terms vakya and samartha are not overtly related in any 
systematic way in the Astadhyayi. The term vaàkya occurs in the following 
rules of Panini : 


P. 6.1. 139 (upaàl pratiyatna-vaikrta-vakyadhyaharesu ca) ** The initial 
augment sUT is added to the root krN after the prefix wpa in the 
sense of adornment, transformation and elliptical speech. '' 


P. 8.1.8 (vakyader  ämantrilasyäsuya-sammati-kopa-kulsana-bhartsa- 
nesu) ‘*A vocative form at the beginning of a vakya is 
duplicated to convey the meaning of envy, agreement, anger, 
blame and censure. ’’ 


P. 8.2.82 (vakyasya teh pluta udattah) ‘* The final syllable of a väkya 
( under certain conditions ) is made extra-long and high pitched. '' 


These rules of the Astadhyayi are syntactically trivial and provide no in- 
formation whatsoever about the content of the term vakya. Thus, the term 
vakya in Panini's own usage remains enigmatic at best. Mahavir ( 1984 ; 28) 
goes to the extent of saying that ** Paninian samartha does not coincide with the 
definition of väkya neither Katyayana's one, nor even Panini’s own one. ” 


4. Samarthya: Semantic-Syntactic Networks in Panini 


4.1. Now the term samartha in the Astadhyayi. To quote J. A. F. 
Roodbergen ( 1974: iv ) : 


Practically, Panini's term for what we call syntax is samartha. 
Literally, the term means ‘ fit’, that is to say, fit for entering into 
meaningful combination with other words, whether in word-groups 
or in sentences. Since to Panini the concept of sämarthya 
suffices to account for syntactic relationships in any kind of 
utterance, he dispenses with formally defining what a sentence 
( vàkya ) is. 


Roodbergen goes into details of how Katyayana understands the concept of 
 samartha, how he objects to it, and how he finally suggests alternative formula- 
tions. But he does not question if Katyayana's objections are valid, and if they 
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are not, how one can satisfactorily deal with them without accepting the alter- 
native formulations suggested by him. If Katyayana's objections are valid, then 
one must admit that there is something seriously wrong with Panini’s original 
formulations. However, if these objections can be met, then there is a possibility 
of uncovering an interpretation of Panini’s rules which was missed by Katyayana. 
As we shall see later, the latest interpretation of samartha as ‘* immediate 
syntactic relationship" by Mahavir (1984) is fully subject to Katyayana's 
objections, and hence there is little likelihood of that interpretation being anything 
other than samartha as understood by Katyayana. 


Besides, what is not totally clear to us is whether there is any formal 
relationship between the notions of vàkya and samartha in Panini’s original 
system. I fully agree with Roodbergen that because Panini has the concept of 
sämarthya, he can dispense with formally defining what a väkya * sentence is. 
However, does the notion of samarthya define a väkya in Panini? G V. 
Devasthali ( 1974 : 212 ) comes close to holding such a position: ‘The idea of 
vakya will have to be accepted where we find the sämarthya ; but in the absence 
of sámarthya there can be no väkya also." Mahavir (1984: 28) holds the 
opposite view that there is no connection between the notions of samartha and 
vakya in Panini. The relationship between the notions of vakya and samarthya 
needs a careful re-analysis. 


4.2 I have discussed P.8.1.28 (tn atinah) in some details 
elsewhere ( Deshpande 1980: 9ff ), but here we must re-open the discussion to 
clarify certain issues. The rule taken in itself means: “ A finite verb ( tiñ ) 
occurring after a non-verb item (afin) has all its vowels unaccented.” Does 
this rule apply to any sequence of verbs and non-verbs? The tradition brings 
this rule under the governing maxim stated in P. 2.1.1 ( samarthah pada- 
vidhih) which says that operations specified in terms of inflected words apply 
to words which are semantically and syntactically related. The undisputed 
. area of this maxim is the area of compounding. The constituents of com- 
pounds must by definition be semantically and syntactically related to each 
other. Without such a relationship, there can be no compound. The tradition 
extends this maxim to P. 8. 1. 28. Thus this rule comes to mean: ** A finite 
verb preceded by a semantically and syntactically related non-verb has all its 
vowels unaccented." This understanding of the rule is generally undisputed, but 
the implications of its exact wording are indeed disputed. Let me quote G. V. 
Devasthali's discussion of this rule : ( Devasthali 1974 : 211-12): 


Now ordinarily there could be in all four possibilities, theoretically 
speaking : in a pada the fin may be preceded by 


1) a samartha atiñ, or 
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2) an asamartha atin, or 
3) a samartha tin, or 


4) an asamartha tin. 


The rule #iñn atinah in its positive aspects concerns only the first of 
the above mentioned possibilities and lays down that the {in satisfying 
that condition will be enclitic. In its negative aspect the rule can be 
said to refer to the second and fourth possibilities, where the conditions 
are not satisfied : and hence the fi in question will not be enclitic. 


As for the remaining theoretical possibility, it has to be observed that 
it is not a factual possibility, at all. It is only the creation of imagi- 
nation and has no foundation in facts. For as we have seen above, 
for a tin to be samartha with reference to another fin it must be 
syntactically connected with it. But as Patanjali has expressly 
pointed out, a kriyä can never have such a relation with another 
kriya. Hence by the rule under question Panini cannot be said to 
admit the possibility of two tiùs in a vakya. 


On p. 213, Devasthali again points out emphatically : 


But when we come to the third item noted above (namely a én 
preceded by a samartha tin), we find that there is no passage in the 
Veda (i.e. in available accented literature) to illustrate it. For 
as we have already seen above a fin preceded by a samartha (in, is 
an impossibility. Such a phenomenon is conspicuous by its absence 
in a language. For, as Patanjali has remarked, it is impossible for 
a kriya to be syntactically connected with another kriya. 


4. 3. Devasthali has made a case for a certain view on the part of 
Panini on the basis of two kinds of evidence, a) linguistic evidence from the 
-accented Vedic texts, and b) opinions of Patanjali. Let us review his evidence. 


Devasthali argues that there is no passage in the Veda to show a case of a 
finite verb preceded by a semantically and syntactically related finite verb. He 
cites the examples á devan vaksi yáksi ca ( RV 6. 16. 2c) and árca gäya ca 
vedháse (RV 6. 16. 22c ), and says (Devasthali 1974 : 213) : * the tins, yáksi 
and gáya are preceded by the (iis vaksi and árca which are evidently asamartha. ” 
In terms of the attestation, what is beyond dispute is the fact that in these 
examples, finite verbs which are preceded by finite verbs do retain their high-pitch 
accent, Devasthali’s semantic and syntactic claim that these pairs of verbs are 
asamartha with each other is on the other hand very doubtful. The forms vaksi 
and yáksi obviously share the same agent and patient, are related by ca ‘and’ 
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and obviously are semantically and syntactically related to each other. The same 
is the case with the forms drca and gaya in the other example. These forms 
belong to a common semantic and syntactic network. I have argued elsewhere 
( Deshpande 1980: 11ff ) that according to Panini two verbs and verbal notions 
can be related to each other, semantically and syntactically. He has the notion 
of dhatusambandha (P. 3.4.1 : dhatusambandhe pratyayah) ‘relationship 
between two roots’’, and he talks about a plurality of finite verbs being 
semantically interdependent ( P. 8. 1. 35 : chandasy anekam api sakanksam ). 
There is no justification to believe that these verbs are semantically and 
syntactically unrelated in the opinion of Panini. A similar set of related verbs 
sharing one or more kàraka-s is referred to in P. 8. 1. 51 ( gaty-artha-lotà 
Irn na cet karakam sarvänyat). According to this rule, a -sya future form, 
co-occurring with a semantically related imperative form of the verb meaning 
‘to go’, does not become unaccented, if all the karakas of these two verb 
forms are not totally different, i. e. if there are at least some shared karakas. 'The 
examples cited by Devasthali fit in a similar pattern. Such an interpretation of 
the evidence cited by Devasthali may allow us to differentiate his examples from 
an example like Atharvaveda (15. 12. 2) : svayám enam abhyudétya briiyad 
vratyati srja hosyámiti. Here, the agent of the imperative form dtisrja is the 
Vratya, while the agent of hosyumi is in first person, and therefore different. 
Here one can say that these two finite verbs are semantically and syntactically 
unrelated to each other (asamartha ) and hence the verb hosyämi retains its 
accent. Thus, the evidence in Panini's rules points to a conclusion that according 
to him two or more finite verbs could be samartha ** semantically and syntacti- 
cally related '" with each other. Whether such semantically and syntactically 
related verbs belong to one and the same sentence ( vakya ) is a question that 
cannot be conclusively answered at this point for lack of a definition of the term 
vakya in Panini's grammar. However, since Paninian derivations do not make 
use of the notion of vakya in any syntactically significant way, there are no 
derivational problems. 


5. Satmarthya * Semantic-Syntactic Network" Versus akanksa 
* Mutual Expectancy " in Panini 


5. 1. Asargued above, there is no doubt that Panini believes that two 
finite verbs can be semantically and syntactically interrelated. However, is there 
any difference between relationships referred to by the terms samartha and 
sakanksa in Panini? Mahavir (1984: 24) argues that the term akanksa in 
Panini does not refer to the same thing as samartha. He takes akanksa to 
mean ‘‘ expectancy of another sentence. ' The problem is created in part because 
Bhartrhari seems to have used the term saka/ksa in the sense of samartha, when 
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he says that if many verbs are sakanksa, then they belong to the same sentence, 
and that this is what justifies the condition ‘if not preceded by a ( samartha ) 
tin” in P. 8. 1. 28 ( Vakyapadiya II 442: bahusv api tinantesu, sakanksesv 
ekavakyata | tinantebhyo nighatasya paryudäsas tatharthavan || ). Yt is clear 
from the use of the term akanksaà in later philosophical texts that the term refers 
to both inter-sentential as well as intra-sentential semantic expectancy. What 
does it mean in Panini's grammar ? 


5. 2. To focus on the actual use of the term sákanksa or äkänksä in 
Panini's grammar, we should note that it appears only in three rules; P. 8. 1. 35 
(chandasy anekam api sakanksam ), P. 8. 2. 96 (añgayuktam tin akanksam 
and P. 8. 2. 104 ( ksiyäsihpraisesu tin akanksam ). From a careful study of 
these rules, it is clear that Mahavir ( 1984 ) is right in pointing out that akanksa 
in Panini refers to inter-sentential expectancy. 


P.8.1. 35 ( chandasy anekam api sakánksam): ‘In the Veda, 
the finite verb retains its accent, if it co-occurs with hi and is 
mutually expectant of another verb in the discourse. ” 


For example, P. 8. 1. 35 ( chandasy anekam api säkäñksam ) applies to 
the passage anrtam hi matto vádati papma enam vipunáti (See: Kasikavrtti 
on this rule) ** An intoxicated person speaks lies, and yet his sin( ful intoxication) 
clears him (of the fault of having lied intentionally ). '" The verbs vádati and 
vipunüti are not linked, nor are they related through coordination or subordination. 
Since the particle hi is a cause-effect linker, the verb vádati is linked with the 
verb vipunati. 


Rules P. 8. 2. 96 (angayuktam tin akanksam ) and P. 8. 2. 104 kşiyāś- 
ihpraigesu tin, akankgam ) occur under the governance of P. 8. 2. 82 ( vakyasya 
teh pluta udattah ) “ the final syllable of a vakya is accented. "' 


P. 8. 2. 96 ( angayuktam tin akanksam ) : ** A sentence ending in a 
finite verb which co-occurs with the word aga has its final syllable 
prolated and accented to signify censure, if this verb is expectant of a 
continuing discourse. ” 


The commentators offer the example : añga vyahara3, tdanim jndasyasi 
jalma * Hey! keep on talking. Now you will understand, you stupid fellow ! ” 
Here the verb vyahara3 ends the sentence, but not the discourse, and the verb is 
accented and prolated precisely to indicate the continuing discourse and its 
implication as censure. 


P. 8. 2. 104 ( ksiyasihpraisesu tin akanksam ) : ‘ When an error 
against polite usage is censured, or when a benediction or a bidding is 
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intended, the final syllable of a verb occurring at the end of a vakya 
is prolated and is made svarita, if this verb is expectant of a 
continuing discourse. *' 


On this rule, the commentators offer the following example : svayam 
ruthena yati3, upadhyayam padätim gamayati, ** He goes in the chariot himself, 
(and ) makes the teacher go on foot." Here again the verb ya@ti3 occurs at the 
end of a vakya and yet is expectant of the continuing discourse. It is important 
to keep in mind that these rules apply only to the verb occurring at the end of a 
vakya. This is clear from the next rule P. 8. 2. 105 (anantyasyapi prasnakh- 
yanayoh ) which says that in the context of question and narration, even the non- 
final syllable can be prolated and made svarita. This means that the preceding 
rules apply only to the final (antya) syllable, and this **final"' refers to the 
‘ final syllable of a vàkya" in the light of the governing rule P. 8. 2. 82 
( vakyasya teh pluta udattah ). This procedure of Panini would suggest that in 
the examples of these rules, a sentence (vaya ) ends in a verb (tin), which is 
expectant ( akanksam ) of some continuing discourse. This expectancy is to be 
understood in the sense that without the continuing discourse, these sentences 
would be abrupt and would not be able to communicate the meaning of censure 
etc. If the sentences were not expectant of the continuing discourse, then these 
rules would not apply. In any case, it must be noted that the external expectancy 
of a verb in terms of the continuing discourse does not affect the internal 
semantic-syntactic structure of a given sentence. The external discourse consi- 
derations cause alteration in accent, prolation etc. and in that sense, these are 
post-syntactic. 


5.3. This gives us a better understanding of the nature of the term 
akanksa as used by Panini. It essentially refers to an expectation for conti- 
nuing discourse and hence is inter-sentential in its nature. It is also post- 
syntactic. In contrast with this, samartha refers to semantic and syntactic 
relationships which are essential for the derivation of a sentence, a compound etc. 
Thus, samartha essentially refers to intra-sentential relationships. In later times, 
the scope of akanksa was expanded to include intra-sentential relationships as 
well as can be seen from the fact that akanksa emerges as one of the three 
essential conditions for a group of words to become a sentence. The term 
samartha on the other hand essentially disappears and its place is taken over by 
the term akanksa. This historical development explains why Bhartrhari identifies 
samartha and sakanksa. Thus, in order to deal with Panini's original system, 
we are actually forced to make a distinction between verbs which are samartha 
* semantically and syntactically related to each other’? and verbs which are 
sakanksa “ expectant of each other in terms of continuing discourse. ' It seems 
to me that the notion of akànksaá in Panini is somewhat similar to that found in 
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the Mimamsasutra II. 1.56 (arthaikatvād ekam vakyam sakanksam ced 
vibhāge syäd ), though Pānini’s notion of väkya is not identical with that of the 
Mimamsa. This Mimamsa notion of vākya is different from the notion of väkya 
entertained by any grammarian including Panini. It refers to a self-contained 
unit of discourse which includes within itself all those statements which 
together constitute a complete injunction. The Mimamsa notion of vakya 
is essentially a notion of a discourse unit larger than a sentence in which 
constituent sentences are linked through mutual expectancy ( akanksa ). Panini's 
terms vakya and samartha do not relate to this level, but the term akanksa does 
seem to refer to the same kind of inter-sentential expectancy. However, Panini 
has made only limited use of 4kañksa in his accent rules and rules of prolation. 
Therefore, I concur with Mahavir (1984) that both Panini and MImamsa agree 
that there could be two or more verbs in a väkya, and yet their notions of vakya 
are different. If two verbs are semantically and syntactically related ( samartha ), 
then, for Panini, in all likelihood they belonged to the same vakya. However, as 
we have seen, verbs in one väkya could remain expectant of the continuing 
discourse which may or may not belong to the same vakya. The Mimamsakas, 
on the other hand, have used the term àkanksa to cover both types of relation- 
ships, and therefore have used the term vakya to refer to larger discourse units 
having a common communicative purpose ( arthaikatva ). 


6. Katyayana's Objections and Revisions 


6.1 As for the views of Katyayana and Patañjali quoted by Devasthali, 
all that one can say is that these are the views held by these grammarians, but 
that these views cannot be genuinely extended to Panini himself. Even in 
Devasthali's understanding of the views of these later grammarians, there are 
some significant gaps, which must be pointed out. Let us briefly review the 
notions of Katyayana. 


Katyayana feels that it is necessary to define the notion of vakya 
** sentence ” and to bring several sections of Panini's grammar under the govern- 
ing condition ‘in the same sentence" (samanavakye), because, according to 
his understanding of the notion of samartha, this notion was not capable of 
removing derivational problems. For instance, consider the example quoted by 
Patañjali to illustrate this problem (MB, Vol. I, p. 368): 


E (1) nadyah tisthati kule 
of the river ( he ) stands on the bank 
** (He ) stands on the bank of the river. ” 


It is argued by Patanjali (and presumably by Katyayana on whose behalf 
Patañjali is presenting this example ) that in this example the words nadyah and 
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küle are semantically and syntactically related to each other, and the words 
tisthati and küle are also related to each other, but that there is no such relation- 
ship between the words nadyäh and tisthati. Here, in this interpretation, the 
word ftisthati is preceded by a semantically and syntactically unrelated 
(asamartha ) word nadyäh, and hence by P. 8. 1. 28 (tiùù atinah), the verb 
tisthati will not become unaccented, as it is required to be. To avoid this diffi- 
culty, Katyayana proposes that rules like P. 8. 1. 28 should not be governed by 
P.2. 1. 1 ( samarthah padavidhih ), but by a newly designed and added condition 
samanavakye “in the same sentence" [ Ref. : Varttikas 13 on P.2.1. 1: 
samarthanighäte hi samanadhikarama-yuktayuktesupasamkhyanam asamar- 
thatvat, and Varttika 11 : samänaväkye nighata-yusmad-asmad-adesah |. 


6.2. Katyayana realizes that Panini has not provided a definition of the 
term vàkya ''sentence", and that a definition must be provided. Katyayana 
provides two definitions of the notion of väkya : 


1) Varttika 9 on P. 2.1.1: (äkhyätam sävyaya-käraka-visesanam 
vakyam, ** À sentence is (a group of words consisting of) a finite 
verb along with related indeclinables, käGrakas and qualifying 
words. ” 


2) Varttika 10 on P. 2. 1. 1: ekatin, ‘ A sentence has one (i.e. at 
least one and no more than one ) finite verb. " 


With these two definitions, if we look at the example E (1), we can say that 
E ( 1) is a vakya '* sentence ” according to these definitions, and that the verb 
tişthati is preceded Ey non-verb item nadyäh ** in the same sentence "* ( samana- 
vakye). Thus, Katyayana feels that his revised formulation of this procedure 
accounts for the desired loss of accent in the form fisthati, in spite of the fact 
that, according to Katyayana, these two words are not semantically or syntacti- 
cally related to each other. This brings out an important point missed in 
Devasthali's discussion. Devasthali (1974: 212) says: ‘The idea of väkya 
will have to be accepted where we find the sämarthya; but in the absence of 
sämarthya there can be no väkya also." Contrary to Devasthali’s view, 
Katyayana felt the need to redesign the procedure precisely because, in his 
opinion, two words could belong to a sentence, even when they were not samartha 
' semantically and syntactically related to each other ". In Katyayana's own 
terminology, ywkta-yukla ** items connected to connected items ’’, i. e. indirectly 
connected items, are asamartha ** semantically and syntactically unrelated ’’ to 
each other, though he is willing to admit that they belong to the same sentence. 


6.3. The final stroke of evidence that Katyayana had initiated a new 
concept of sentence is provided by Patañjali's remark : 
RGB...9 
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idam adyapurvam kriyate: vakya-samjna samanavakyadhikaraé 
ca | (MB, Vol. I, p. 367-8 ) 


‘ Today this is what is being newly provided ( by Katyayana ), i. e. 
(the definition of) the term väkya ‘ sentence’, and the governing 
condition ‘ within the same sentence ’’. 


One cannot, therefore, agree with Devasthali that ‘In the two Varttikas 
referred to by Pataïjali in this remark, Katyayana is merely expounding Panini's 
view and making it more explicit" ( Devasthali 1974:211).  Katyayana 
himself makes it clear that his introduction of the new condition **in the same 
sentence” (samanavakyadhikara) makes the word atinah in P. 8.1.28 
unnecessary, since there cannot be two finite verbs in a single sentence ( Varttika 
on P. 8.1.28: atin-grahanam | anarthakam | samánavakyadhikarat, and 
Pataüjali's comment on it: na ca samänaväkye dve tinante stah). Since 
Katyayana's reformulation makes the original formulation of Panini’s rule 
vacuous, and since Katyayana is aware of this situation, the only conclusion we 
can draw is that Katyayana's views are different from those of Panini and that 
this difference is very apparent to Katyayana. 


7. Elasticity of Panini's Samarthya : ** Semantic-Syntactic Network ” 


7.1. While we still know very little about Panini's notion of väkya 
** sentence ’’, we do know something about his notion of samarthya ‘* semantic 
and syntactic relationship ". I have discussed this notion in detail elsewhere 
( Deshpande 1980 : 11 ff). Here I will summarize the main conclusions of that 
discussion. For Pänini, the notion of sämarthya represents a network of 
semantic-syntactic relationships, some of which may be more direct than others. 
Assuming that under the governing condition of P. 2. 1. 1 ( samarthah padavi- 
dhih ), rules like P. 8. 1. 28 (tir atihah) had a successful area of application, 
one may conclude that for Panini, all words of a sentence belonged to a common 
semantic-syntactic network. But a semantic-syntactic network may be made up 
of nested more basic semantic-syntactic networks, Thus, the sentence in 
E (1) nadyäh tisthati kule may be said to represent a semantic-syntactic 
network built by using a linkage of two primitive semantic-syntactic networks : 
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The problem with Panini’s notion of sämarthya seems to have been its inherent 
elasticity. The concept seems to have been applied to sentential semantic-syntactic 
networks which were built by linking more primitive networks. But the concept 
was also used in the derivation of compounds etc. where only the primitive or 
more basic two-constituent semantic-syntactic networks were intended. This has 
been hinted at in a discussion in Katyayana's Varttikas. In his Varttika 7 on 
P.2.1.1: samarthataránam và, Katyayana puts forth a proposal that compound- 
ing may be restricted to those items which have a closer or a tighter semantic- 
syntactic relationship (samarthatara ). This implies that at least Katyayana 
could perceive various degrees of closeness in semantic-syntactic relationships, 
e. g. greater closeness in compounds than in sentences, but that he thought that 
Panini attempted to cover all these degrees of closeness of semantic-syntactic 
relationships with just one single term, i. e. samartha. In my opinion, this 
implied criticism of Panini by Katyayana seems to reflect a better understanding 
of the actual state of the concept of samarthya in Panini's original scheme. 


7.2. One may gain some understanding of the Paninian notion of 
samartha by contrasting it with notions like pratipadikartha ‘ meaning of the 
nominal stem ” and dhatvartha ** meaning of the verb root’? etc. As we will 
discuss later in detail, the nominative of a single-word utterance such as vrksuh 
‘ tree ” occurs for Panini merely to denote the number and the gender of the 
meaning of the nominal stem (ref: P. 2. 3. 46, pratipadikartha-linga-parimána- 
vacana-matre prathama ). Thus, in some sense, the nominative of a single-word 
utterance could be said to fall in the pre-samarthya stage, because here we have a 
semantic prime unrelated to other primes. From such semantic primes are built 
more or less complex semantic and syntactic relationships producing semantic and 
syntactic networks of varying complexities. 


The käraka relationships are specific instances of such (grammatically 
reclassified ) semantic and syntactic relationships and may be represented in the 
following diagram : 
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However, the käraka relationships, which are based on the centrality of some 
action, are only some of the relationships covered by the notion of sämarthya. 
Other common relationships may be explained without any direct connection with 
any action. For instance: 


virah purusuh ‘brave’ <——---> ‘man’ 
‘brave man’ 


rämasya putrah ‘rama’ «— — —-» ‘son’ 
s Rama's son’ 


vrksam anu ‘tree’ «-— — —— ‘near’ 
‘near the tree’ 


The first example provides the relationship of coreferentiality ( samanadhikara- 
nya). This is an ** equational sentence " without a verb. The second example 
illustrates the common relationship, sambandha ‘relation’. The third example 
is that of case form conditioned by the co-occurrence ( upapada ) of a preposition 
such as anu ‘near’. A semantic relationship similar to the one found in 
daégarathasya putrah ** Dasaratha’s son '* may also be found in a taddhita forma- 
tion such as dasarathih ‘: Dasaratha's progeny "', as well as in a compound such 
as dasarathasutah ** Dasaratha's son ". S. D. Joshi (1968: xiii) gives a long 
list of possible relationships covered by the notion of samartha. 


Such elementary binary or other kinds of simple relationships may be 
combined with each other to form a semantic and syntactic network. (One may 
observe that such a complex network can come into being if the elementary binary 
relationships have commonly shared elements. For instance, the sequence 
dasarathasya bharyayah putrah ** Dasaratha's wife's son " represents an overlap 


of two relationships : 


( Dasaratha )<— — —->/ wife 
wife / «- — — —-»( son ) 


In the same manner, one may say that a sentence such as nadyäh listhati kule 
s (he ) stands on the bank of the river ” represents an overlap of two semantic- 


syntactic relationships : 


(of the river ) (on the bank )) 
kule <-— — — — ->( hsthati ) 


( he stands ) 


( nadyáh )e-— — — —- ( kūle 


Similar overlapping of semantic-syntactic relationships may be shown in infinitive 
constructions, gerunds, participial constructions, etc. It is this overlapping of 


This content downloaded from 
148.253.188.194 on Mon, 29 Jun 2020 14:13:51 UTC 
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms 


DESHPANDE : Päninian Syniax 69 


elementary relationships that binds them together into a network. Such a network 
is to be understood by the term samartha in relation to rules such as P. 8. 1. 28 
( tiùù atiñah ), while a primary two-item relationship is understood by the term 
samartha in rules of compounding, taddhita formations etc. Thus the term 
samartha in Panini seems to refer to elementary semantic and syntactic relation- 
ships in some rules, and to sentential semantic and syntactic networks in others, 
and hence essentially seems to denote an elastic concept. To use Katyayana's 
terminology, the compounds etc. come under samarthatara ‘closer semantic 
relationships ", while the accent rules etc. seem to come under plain samartha 
relationships. Panini, however, tried to cover both samartha and samarthatara 
relationships by one and the same elastic term. This obviously caused untold 
confusion among the later commentators. 


7.3. My interpretation is significantly different from the one proposed by 
Mahavir (1984). He argues that ( p. 20) the term samartha in Panini refers 
not to any syntactic relation, but to a * direct or immediate syntactic relation '*. 
For him, such an immediate syntactic relation exists between the words nadyäh 
and kule on the one hand, and (isthati and kule on the other. But there is no 
such direct relationship between nadyäh and tisthati. In effect, Mahavir agrees 
with Katyayana's objection to Panini's rule P. 8. 1. 28, and he uses Katyayana's 
objection to recover the meaning of Panini's term samurtha. However, in the 
process, he has accepted Katyayana's understanding of the term samartha in 
Panini, As I have shown above, Panini did not have such a narrow view of 
samartha. For him, the term broadly covered semantic-syntactic relationships, 
both mediate and immediate. In some contexts, the term obviously referred to 
immediate relationships, while in others it included mediate relationships as well. 
It is this elasticity, which in later times was the cause of objections from 
Katyayana. Mahavir (198+: 41) recognizes that ** there are as many samar- 
thyas in the sentence as immediate relations between two words”, but he does 
not recognize the sentential network as one of the meanings of the term samartha 
in Panini. In my view, the term samartha represents, in transformational terms, 
the whole tree structure, as well as relationships signified by single nodes. 
Again, it is this inherent elasticity of the notion of samarthya which proves to be 
problematic for Katyayana who expects clearer demarcations. 


7.4. A number of previous studies have compared the kàraka frame- 
work of Panini with Chomsky's notions of ** Deep Structure’? and ‘ Surface 
Structure ", and notions in Generative Semantics. We can conduct similar 
comparative and contrastive study of Panini's more general notion of sämarthya 
“ semantic-syntactic network ", of which the more well known karaka frame- 
work is only a subtype. The notion of samarthya ‘ semantic-syntactic network id 
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may be compared and contrasted with the notion of ‘* semantic representation ” 
in Chomsky (1972). In particular, the notion of sämarthya may be compared 
to the notion of ‘Semantic Structure’? developed by Igor A. Mel ’Cuk 
(1979: 14): «It seems natural to express the Semantic Structure of a sentence 
by means of an arbitrary ( multidimensional) connected graph; this graph is 
essentially a network ( the most complex of all graphs ) whose vertices are labeled 
with symbols of semantic units and whose arcs show relationships among them. ”’ 
In trying to distinguish the Paninian notion of sämarthya from Western notions 
such as ‘* Semantic Interpretation '" or ** Semantic Structure ", we must keep 
in mind that the term artha ** meaning "" in Panini does not distinguish between 
semantic and syntactic ** meanings ". It can refer to primary semantic units 
such as the meanings of nouns and verbs, but also includes within its range 
concepts such as syntactic categories, tenses, moods etc. With this meaning of 
the term artha, the meaning of the term samartha must also be seen as possess- 
ing this larger inclusive aspect. Therefore, I agree with Cardona when he 
translates the word samartha in A. 4. 1. 82 ( samarthànam prathamad va ) as 
** syntactically and semantically related ’’ (Cardona 1976: 214). To the extent 
Panini's term artha is inclusive of semantic as well as syntactic meanings, the 
network denoted by the term samarthya must be a composite network : a 
semantic-syntactic network, and must be distinguished from the purely semantic 
and purely syntactic levels and network proposed by Chomsky and Mel ’Cuk. 
Paninian sämarthya is a ** meaning network ” composed of syntactic relationships 
which are invariably linked to more primary semantic relationships. While such 
a network is actually the starting point of a derivation, Panini almost always 
seems to use it as a conditioning factor for certain operations applied to a 
sequence of words: '*if the words x and y are semantically and syntactically 
related ( samartha ), then ... **. 


7. 5. Additionally, as I have pointed out elsewhere ( Deshpande 1980: 
16ff.), Katyayana and Patañjali do not give us the historically justifiable 
Paninian notion of sämarthya, but they provide us their reformulations. They 
claim that samarthya is of two kinds : vyapeksa ‘ semantic and syntactic 
interdependence " and ekarthibhava **integration of plurality of meaning into 
a new unitary meaning ". The first type of sämarthya is said to be found 
in mutually related discrete words such as raàjzah putrah **king's son", 
the second kind is said to be found in compounds, secondary nominal and 
verbal derivatives etc. Katyayana and Patanjali argue as to which of these 
kinds of sämarthya is intended by Panini in a given context. Historically 
speaking, however, Panini has not specified either of these types of sämarthya. 
He only has a single, but more elastic notion which he used in different 
contexts. Panini’s original notion of samarthya makes no reference to 
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particular surface-structures which may be used to express a given semantic- 
syntactic network. Thus, it seems clear that for Panini, the phrase rajnah 
putrah and the compound räjaputrah are two surface-expressions of the same 
identical semantic-syntactic network. The two sub-types proposed by Katyayana 
and Patanjali are clearly defined in terms of the surface-structures which express 
a given semantic-syntactic network, rather than the underlying semantic-syntactic 
network itself. For Panini, a given semantic-syntactic network is the starting 
point of deriving a surface-expression and the semantic-syntactic network does 
not directly presuppose the surface-expression. The two types of sämarthya 
proposed by Katyayana and Patañjali on the other hand are rather theories of 
decoding a phrase vs a compound and are symptomatic of their interpretative or 
decoding approach (ref.: Deshpande 1985: 77 ff.). Mahavir (1984 : 14, 23) 
rightly objects to the ekarthibhava interpretation of samartha. It is the process 
of compounding which brings about ekärthibhäva ‘integration of meaning”, 
and yet the eligibility for compounding is supposed to be defined in terms of the 
components being samartha. Thus, obviously, sämarthya which is the 
** precondition '' (Mahavir 1984 : 23) for compounding could not be defined as 
‘6 integration of meaning ’’ which comes about as a result of compounding. 


8. Paninian Syntax of Verbal and Nominal Sentences 


8.1. In making an attempt to differentiate between the changing notions 
of sentence, Katyayana's more explicit formulation is very helpful. It is now 
clear that according to Katyayana, and Patañjali following him, a sentence must 
have one and only one finite verb. This raises immediately a question about the 
viability of the so-called pure nominal sentence. lf one has a sentence which has 
no finite verb in its surface-expression, then Katyayana proposes that a form of 
the verb as ‘to be’ should be understood: Varttika 11 on P. 2. 3. 1: astir 
bhavantiparah prathamapuruso' prayujyamano’ py asti. This turns all nominal 
surface-sentences into underlyingly verbal sentences. In the following, we shall 
clarify the derivational assumptions behind such a stand and contrast this 
procedure with the original derivational stance of the Astadhyayi. 


= 8.2. In contrast with the notion of sentence of Katyayana and Patanjali, 
Panini is basically silent. One can only indirectly infer some features of his 
notion of sentence. While for Katyayana there cannot be any pure nominal 
sentences, and all sentences must be at least underlyingly verbal sentences, 
Panini seems to believe that there can be both nominal and verbal sentences. To 
make a more categorical statement, the evidence in Panini shows the following 
implicit principles : 


a) There can be purely nominal sentences and their derivation does not 
require the assumption of an underlying finite verb. 
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b) There can be verbal sentences which are a mix of verbal and nominal 
items. 


c) There cannot be any purely verbal sentences, in the sense that they 
contain only one or more finite verb forms and which do not contain at 
least underlyingly a nominal element. 


d) The evidence in the Astadhyayi shows that there are at least some 
nominal expressions which do not require co-occurrence of a verb for their 
derivation. But no verb form can be derived without at least the underly- 
ing co-occurrence of a nominal item. 


8.3. We shall briefly review the evidence in Panini’s grammar which 
supports the above conclusions. The most crucial rule in this connection is 
P. 2. 3. 46 ( pratipadikartha-linga-parimana vacana-matre prathama ). The 
interpretation of this rule is riddled with controversies beginning with Katyayana 
and ranging all the way down to modern times. Thieme’s important paper 
** Panini and the Paniniyas " ( J.AOS 76, 1956) provides a lucid account of the 
history of the interpretation of this rule. Deshpande (1980) also discusses 
syntactic and derivational implications of this rule. Without getting into this 
interpretational history, it may be pointed out that while other case-endings are 
either prescribed to denote particular karakas or are conditioned by the co-occur- 
rence of particular items ( kärakavibhakti vs upapadavibhakti ), the nominative 
case endings ( prathama are prescribed only to denote the meaning of the 
nominal stem, its gender and number and nothing else. The implication is that 
the nominative case is used when no additional syntactic meanings such as 
‘agent ' or ‘ patient ' need to be or remain to be denoted. Thus, an expression such 
as ramah sundarah ** Rama (is ) handsome ” can be derived without any refere- 
nce to a finite verb. Here, Rama is neither agent nor patient of any stated or 
understood verb and hence such roles do not need to be expressed by any item. 
This makes the nominals räma and sundara eligible for the residual or default 
case, the nominative case. It is crucial to realize, as demonstrated by Cardona 
(1976), that Panini does not define the nominative as the case of the subject of 
the sentence, nor as the case of the agent of an active verb or patient of a passive 
verb. The nominative case according to the original system is added to an item 
if any semantic roles like * agent ' either do not remain to be or do not need to be 
expressed. Gonda (1956) compares the ancient Greek, Latin and Sanskrit 
grammarians’ descriptions of the nominative and contrasts them with the modern 
western view of the nominative as the case of the subject. He points out 
( p. 299): 


Yet the ancients who gave the case under discussion the name of 
ovouac Tua] (Sc, vrwaig; hence the Latin nominativus ), ‘* the case 
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belonging to naming, or serving to name " had understood that this 
function is essential. ... The works of the ancient Indian grammarians 
give evidence of the same insight : according to Panini 2, 3, 46 ** the 
first case is used if nothing else is to be expressed than the mere sense 
of the nominal base, gender, measure and number " 


On pp. 296-7, Gonda clarifies : 


Turning our attention once more to the Indian grammarians we learn 
that they attempted to understand the phrase vrksam pasyati ‘* he 
sees the tree ’’, in which *' tree " is in the accusative, not in the nomie 
native, by observing that vrksam expresses something more than the 
mere idea of the nominal stem. That is to say: the accusative, as 
compared with the nominative, is characterized by a particular 
feature. The accusative may therefore be regarded as * merkmal- 
haltig *, the nominative as * merkmallos '.... The present writer is 
convinced that a nominative of this character belonged already to the 
prehistoric stage of the I. E. family of languages. 


9. Some features of Panini's sentence-derivation 
9.1. The derivation of a simple sentence such as 


E (2) ramah gramam gacchati 
Rama + Nom village + Acc to go + present 3rd sing Act 


** Rama goes to the village. ” 


may make this point clear. According to P. 3. 4. 69 (lah karmani ca bhäve 
cakarmakebhyah, kartari continued from P. 3. 4. 67), a finite verb ending 
(=) can be selected to express either the notion of agent ( kartr), patient 
( karman ) or action (bhava). Inthe form gacchati in E (2), the finite verb 
ending -/i expresses the syntactic meaning ‘agent’ ( kartr). Thus, while the 
meaning ‘agent ' is expressed by the affix -ti, the meaning * patient’ ( karman ) 
remains unexpressed. P. 2. 3.2 ( karmami dvitiyä ), governed by the condition 
P. 2. 3. 1 ( anabhihite ), says that the second case is used to denote the meaning 
‘patient * ( karman ), if this meaning has not been denoted otherwise, (i.e. by a 
finite verb ending etc.). Thus the word gräma gets the accusative case. The 
finite verb affix -(i already expresses the notion of ‘agent’ and hence this notion 
does not need to be expressed again by another morphological item. Thus, the 
word rama gets the residual nominative case. A similar process may be demons- 


trated with respect to a simple passive sentence such as : | 
RGB...10 
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E (3) ramena gramuh | gamyate 
Rama + Inst village + Nom to go + pass 3rd sing 


** The village is gone to by Rama.” 


Here, according to the Paninian system, rule P. 3. 4. 69 allows one to select the 
verbal affix to express the meaning * patient’ ( karman ), which further leads to 
ths selection of an atmanepada ** middle " ending -te and the infix -ya. Since 
the verbal affix -te expresses the notion of * patient’ ( karman ), it does not need - 
to be expressed by another morphological item, and hence one can get the residual 
nominative case for the word grama ** village ’’. Since the verbal affix does not 
express the notion of ‘agent’ (karér), it needs to be expressed by another 
morphological item. P. 2. 3. 18 ( kartr-karanayos trliyä ), governed by the condi- 
tion P. 2. 3. 1 (anabhihite ), says that, if the notions of ‘agent’ and ‘instrument’ 
are not otherwise expressed, use the third set of case-affixes (i. e, instrumental 
case affixes) to express these meanings. This allows the instrumental form 
rämena in E (3). It is important to note that even when there is a verb form in 
the sentence, the nominative is not defined in terms of agreement with that verb 
form, but as a residual or a default case. The important consequence of this 
treatment of the nominative is that the system allows the use of this nominative 
after the so-called indeclinables like ca ** and", vā ‘‘or’’, yavat ‘ while” etc. 
Thus, a word like ca is theoretically a nominative form, after which the nomina- 
tive ending is deleted by P. 2. 4. 82 (avyayad Gp-supah). Thus there can be a 
nubmer of nominatives in a given sentence according to Panini such as: 


E (4) ramah api odanam phalam 


Rama + Nom even + Nom rice + Acc fruit + Acc 


va na khädati 


or + Nom not + Nom eats 
« Even Rama eats neither rice nor fruit. ” 


This concept of the nominative case in non-subject positions is unique to Sanskrit 
grammar, and is used primarily to give the status of pada ‘inflected word ” to 
items which are uninflected in their surface expression. It has no syntactic value 
whatsoever. However, this is an integral feature of the Paninian system needed 
to integrate the indeclinable items into the normal rules of morphophonemics, 
compounding etc., and cannot be overlooked. 


9.2. The original Paninian system also handles the derivation of certain 
participial clauses without the assumption of a finite verb. For instanee, let us 
evaluate the following sentence : 
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E (5) ramah gatah ‘¢ Rama went, ” 


Rama + Nom gone + Nom 


In this sentence, the participle form gata is derived from the root gam by adding 
the past participle affix -Kta ( = ta) with the syntactic meaning ‘agent’ ( kartr) 
by P. 3. 4.72 ( gatyarthakarmaka-slis1-sin-sthasa-vasa-jana-ruha-jiryatibhyas 
ca). Since the notion of * agent ' has thus been already expressed by the affix 
-ta, the agent-word räma gets the residual or default nominative by P. 2. 3. 46 
( pratipadikartha linga-parimana-vacana-matre prathama ). Thus, the deriva- 
tion of the sentence E (5 ) does not require the assumption of a finite verb in the 
original system of Panini. 


As I have demonstrated elsewhere ( Deshpande 1980: 65), Panini's system 
handles the derivation of certain infinitival sentences without the assumption of a 
finite verb. For instance: 


E (6) ramah gantum samarthah 


Rama + Nom go + Inf able + Nom 
‘ Rama (is ) able to go, ” 


Here, as argued in Deshpande ( 1980 : 47 ff), the infinitival affix -twm, according 
to the original Paninian scheme, denotes the syntactic meaning ‘agent’ by 
P. 3.4.67 (kartari krt). Since the meaning ‘ agent ’ has already been expressed, 
the agent word rama (and its coreferential adjectival samartha ) gets the residual 
nominative affix, Thus, this sentence needs no assumption of a finite verb in the 
original Paninian scheme. 


9, 3. Can one have a purely verbal sentence which does not involve any 
nominals in its derivation? The verdict of the original Paninian system would 
be negative. While it is possible to derive a purely nominal sentence without a 
finite verb, no finite verb can be derived in Panini's system without assuming its 
coreference with at least an understood nominal. Panini’s rules governing the 
category of ‘person’ for a verbal form make this quite explicit. Consider 
P. 1. 4. 105 (yusmady upapade samanadhikarane sthäniny api madhyamah ). 
According to this rule, a verb root takes a second person affix if the verb co-occurs 
with a coreferential pronoun yusmad ‘ you", even if that pronoun be deleted 
from the surface by ellipsis. Thus, to derive a single-word sentence such as : 


E(7) gacchasi ‘* (You) go.” 


one must assume that the verb co-occurs with the pronoun (vam ** you’’ and that 
pronoun has been deleted from the surface through natural ellipsis. Without the 
assumption of (vam, it is not possible to derive the verb form gacchasi. Thus, 
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the underlying structure of E (7), according to Pānini, would have to be 
identical with that of : 


E (8) tvam gacchasi ‘ You go. " 


Here Panini makes use of the notion of natural ellipsis to derive expressions 
which in his opinion cannot be derived otherwise. For details of the notion of 
ellipsis in Panini, see : Kiparsky ( 1982) and Deshpande (1985 ). 


9.4. There is some interesting discussion in Giridharabhatta’s 
Vibhaktyarthanirnaya (pp. 4-5) which raises some important issues in connec- 
tion with the following examples : 


E (9) gehe pacati ** X cooks at home. ” 
home + Loc cooks 


E (10) gehe ghatah « The jar (is) at home.” 
home + Loc jar + Nom 


The problem discussed by Giridhara with respect to these two examples has to do 
with the definition of a käraka. Must a karaka be defined in relation to an 
action (kriyänvayitva)? Traditionally, karakas are viewed as being factors 
which help bring about an action (kriyäjanaka). The adhtkarana karaka 
“ locus, location ” is traditionally viewed as being the locus of either the agent or 
the patient of a given action. Giridhara finds that while such a notion can easily 
be defended with respect to the example E (9), how should one deal with the 
example E (10)? This is a purely nominal sentence, which according to him 
requires no assumption of a finite verb. To deal with this problem, Giridhara 
proposes to interpret the notion of adhikarana karaka as referring to a generic 
notion of locus ( adheyatvasamanya ) which may or may not involve any notion 
of action. While such a redefinition suits the purpose of Giridhara, it is doubtful 
whether in Panini’s original scheme a käraka can be defined except in the context 
of an action. The very word käraka indicates that connection with action. 
Does this, however, mean that we must have a finite verb in every sentence 
which has kärakas ? This is obviously not true. What one may need is the 
assumption of an action, but not a finite verb. Thus, even an example like 
E (10) can be dealt with without the assumption of a finite verb, according to 
the original system of Panini. 


10. Katyayana’s Contribution to Syntactic Theory 


10. 1. While discussing the notion of sentence, Devasthali ( 1974 ) 
essentially focussed on the implications of P. 8. 1. 28 (tir atiñnah ) and did not 
take into account the dimension of syntax. It is in the context of syntax that 
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Panini and Katyayana differ significantly from each other. I have pointed out 
some of these differences in Deshpande (1980), but here I will deal with these 
differences more systematically. Syntactically, the most crucial contribution of 
Katyayana is his doctrine that every sentence is underlyingly a verbal sentence, 
and that there are no pure nominal sentences. This notion has been developed 
consistently by Katyayana in a number of Varttikas. As seen earlier, Katyayana 
defines the sentence as a group of words centered around a finite verb ( Varttika 
9on P.2.1. 1: äkhyätam savyaya-käraka-vi$esanam vakyam; and Varttika 
10 on P. 2. 1. 1: ekatin). We have discussed the implication of this definition 
that according to Katyayana, a sentence can have only one finite verb. Here we 
will focus on the fact that a sentence must have a finite verb. With this assump- 
tion, how can one deal with all the nominal sentences one finds in Sanskrit ? 
Katyayana's answer to this is that there is an understood finite verb in every 
nominal sentence: Varttika 11 on P. 2. 3. 1:... astir bhavantiparah 
prathamapuruso 'prayujymano 'py asti. At least a finite verb form of the verb 
*to be” (as) is understood in purely nominal sentences, making them deri- 
vationally identical with verbal sentence. The syntactic implications of such a 
position are discussed by Katyayana in detail in a number of Varttikas. 


10.2. While Panini controls his case ascription rules by P. 2.3.1. 
( anabhihite) ** if not already expressed ", thus making his nominative case a 
default case, Katyayana considers other reformulations for the nominative. One 
of these reformulations is 


abhihite prathama (MB, Vol. I, p. 262) : ** The nominative case 
is used after a word if its karaka classification has already been 
expressed otherwise ( abhihite ). ” 


According to Khandadeva, this represents Katyayana's position ( katyayanas tu 
na pratipadtkarthe prathama .., api tu abhihitakärakatvam eva pratha- 
marthah | ... yaträpi kriyapadasravanam tatrāpi ‘astir  bhavanti' tty 
anenadhyahartavyam /, Bhattatantrarahasya, pp. 79-80). This formulation 
requires that the nominative be added to words expressing certain kärakas, which 
requires at least an underlying context of some verbal notion. How would such 
a requirement be satisfied by pure nominal sentences such as the following ? 


E(11)  vrksah plaksah ** Plaksa (is) a tree. ” 
tree + Nom plaksa + Nom (MB, Vol. I, p. 462) 


In the absence of a verb, there could be no kärak:a classification for the nominals 
vrksa and plaksa in this sentence, so how could one explain this nominative ? 
While for Panini this would be the residual nominative, Katyayana argues that 
we impute the verb asti in this sentence, thus making the tree the agent of 
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this verb. Since this notion of agency would be expressed by the affix -#, the 
nominals would get the nominative case by the formulation abhthite prathama 
* the nominative case is used for words if their käraka classification has been 
expressed otherwise. " An interesting feature of this formulation is that it allows 
the derivation of participial constructions without assumption of a finite verb, 
because the käraka classifications can be explained in relation to the participial 
affixes and be expressed by them ( Varttika 5 on P. 2. 3. 1: tin-krt-taddhita- 
samäsaih parisamkhyanam ). Thus, this formulation allows certain kinds of 
nominal constructions, as long as there are items with affixes capable of expressing 
kaàraka classifications. This however, does not seem to be Katyayana’s final 
proposal which requires all nominal sentences to be underlyingly verbal sentences. 


10.3. The more consistent proposal of Katyayana is the following : 
tin-samänädhikarane prathama (MB, Vol. I, p. 462) 


« The nominative case is used after a word if it is coreferential with 
the finite verb ending. " 


With this theory, let us consider the following examples : 
E(12) ramah odanam khadati 
Rama 4- Nom rice + Acc eat + Act 3rd sing present 
** Rama eats rice. ” 


In this sentence, the finite verb affix -ti expresses the notion of ‘‘ agent ’’ and 
hence the agent-word rāma is coreferential with it. Thus, the word rama gets 
the nominative case by the agreement rule of Katyayana stated above. 

E(13) ramena odanah khadyate 


Rama + Inst rice + Nom eat + Pass 3rd sing present 
« Rice is eaten by Rama. ” 


Here, according to Panini and Katyayana, the affix -fe denotes the notion of 
‘ patient ’, and therefore the patient-word odana is coreferential with it Thus the 
word odana gets the nominative case by Katyayana’s agreement rule. 


E (14) ramena gamyate 


Rama + Inst go -+ Impersonal Passive 3rd sing present 
Lit : ** Going is done by Rama. ’’ 


‘In this sentence, the affix -te is said to denote bhava ‘‘ action " alone, and hence 
the agent-word is not coreferential with it. Therefore, the agent word rama does 
not get the nominative case, but it gets the instrumental case. Since there is no 
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word which is coreferential with an action-expressing verbal affix, there cannot be 
any nominative of agreement in such sentences. 


10.4. However, the above proposal poses problems in dealing with 
nominal sentences. Katyayana raises this problem and answers it by saying that 
in such nominal sentences, finite verb form of the verb as- ** to be ” should be 
understood ( Varttika 6 on P. 2. 3. 46 : tinsamanadhikarana iti cet tino’ prayoge 
prathamävidhih; Varttika 7: uktam purvena). With this suggestion of 
assumption of the verb asti, Katyayana deals with the syntax of sentences such 
as E (5), E (6), and E ( 11) in the following way : 


The sentence E (5) rämah gatah ** Rama went ’’ will be explained as 
having the underlying form rämah gatah asti (or perhaps adsit? ). In this 
underlying structure, the agent-word rama is coreferential with the affix -ti in the 
verb form, and hence the agent-word gets the nominative by Katyayana's agree- 
ment rule. Here the original syntactic value of the participial affix -{a as 
denoting *agent' is not contradicted by the imputed finite verb, but remains 
derivationally unutilized. This ‘ unutilization " is very important in this theory. 
Consider for example : 


E (15) rämeua ravanah hatah (with imputed verb asti ) 
Rama+Inst Ravana- Nom killed + Nom is 


In this sentence, the participial affix -ta is in the sense of ‘ patient’ ( karman ), 
while the imputed finite verb asti has the affix -ti which denotes the sense of 
‘agent ' (kartr). Thus, the sense of the participial affix is contradicted by the 
sense of the imputed finite verb affix. Yet the nominative case of the word 
rävana is decided, in this theory, strictly by its coreference with the imputed 
finite verb affix, and not in terms of the participial affix as is done in Panini's 
original scheme. 


In the examples like E (11) vrksah plaksah, Katyayana imputes the 
verb form asti into their underlying structure. With this form, the agent-noun 
vrksa becomes coreferential with the finite verb affix -ti which denotes ‘ agent’, 
and thus the noun vrksa becomes eligible for the nominative by Katyayana’s 
agreement rule. | 


In the example E ( 6 ) ramah gantum samarthah ** Rama is able to go ", 
Katyayana would impute the verb form asti. I have discussed this example and 
its complexities in detail elsewhere ( Deshpande 1980 : 71 and 106-8 ). Because 
of these complexities, Katyayana is forced to change the meaning of the affix 
-tum. Ihave shown in Deshpande ( 1980 ) that for Panini, the affixes -tum and 
-ivà invariably mean ‘agent’ (kurtr).  Katyayana, on the other hand, 
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proposes that these affixes be coreferential with the finite verb in the matrix 
sentence ( Varttika 3 on P. 3.4.26: à ca tumunah samänädhikarane ). In any 
case, in the above example, the word rāma turns out to be coreferential with the 
affix -ti in the imputed verb form asti, and hence gets the nominative case by 
Katyayana’s rule of agreement. 


11. Evaluation of Katyayana’s Syntactic Theory 


11.1. Katyayana's reformulation (tin-samanddhikarane prathamä) 
and his definition of a sentence as requiring a finite verb indeed represent a new 
syntactic theory. It clearly cannot be viewed à la Devasthali as simply an 
explanation of Panini’s own ideas. But as a new theory, is it capable of hand- 
ling all Sanskrit sentence types? I will point out the following problems in 
Katyayana’s theory. 


11.2. By requiring that all nominal sentences be treated as verbal 
sentences with ellipsis of the finite verb form, Katyayana is blurring thc distin- 
ction between verbal and nominal sentences, and with it the possibility of viewing 
these two as being equally legitimate sentence-types. 


One may compare the difference between Panini and Katyayana on the 
ellipsis of asti in the nominal sentences, with the difference between A. Meillet 
(1906) and E. Benveniste (1950).  Criticizing the terminology used by 
Meillet, Benveniste (1950:25) says: ‘ Nous rejetterons donc, comme 
génératrices de confusion, les expressions telles que —« phrase nominal pure>> 
ou << phrase nominale à verbe être >>.” Benveniste makes certain significant 
distinctions between nominal sentences and sentences with verbs including the 
verb asti. He says (1950: 27-28) : 


* Dans la phrase nominale, l'élément assertif, étant nominal, n'est 
pas susceptible des déterminations que la forme verbale porte: 
modalités temporelles, personnelles, etc.  L'assertion aura ce cara- 
ctère propre d'être intemporelle, impersonnelle, non modale, bref de 
porter sur un terme réduit à son seul contenu sémantique. Une 
seconde conséquence est que cette assertion nominale ne peut pas non 
plus participer àla propriété essentielle d'une assertion verbale, qui 
est de mettre le temps de l'événement. La phrase nominale en indo- 
européen asserte une certaine < qualité — > (au sens le plus 
général) comme propre au sujet de l'énoncé, mais hors de toute 
détermination temporelle ou autre et hors de toute relation avec le 
locuteur.... Il apparaît d'abord que la phrase nominale ne saurait 
être considérée comme privée de verbe. Elle est aussi complète que 
n'importe quel énoncé verba].... Une assertion nominale, complète 
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en soi, pose l'énoncé hors de toute localisation temporelle ou modale 
et hors de subjectivité du locuteur. Une assertion verbale, où *esti 
est sure le même plan que *esmi ou *essi ou que toute autre forme 
temporelle du même verbe, introduit dans l'énoncé toutes-les détermi- 
nations verbales et le situe par rapport au locuteur.” 


By proposing the unconditional ellipsis of asti in nominal sentences, Katyayana 
has either overlooked such considerations, or such considerations somehow did not 
apply to the state of Sanskrit he was dealing with, which seems unlikely. It 
would be interesting to note that the Paninian derivation of nominal and verbal 
sentences would preserve the kind of essential distinctions between these types as 
pointed out by Benveniste, because while the verbal sentence cannot bypass the 
requirements of tense, aspect, moods, and karakas in its derivation, the pure 
nominal sentence can be derived without any of these attributes through the appli- 
cation of P. 2. 3. 46 ( pratipadikartha-linga-purima@na-vacana-matre prathama ). 
Even the Nyaya analysis of nominal and verbal sentences, to some extent, 
anticipates Benveniste’s distinctions. As the Naiyayikas point out, there are 
nominal sentences such as trayah kalah ‘ There (are) three times (i.e. past, 
present and future) ", where the assumption of the ellipsis of asti would be 
illogical, since the present tense of the verb is not matched by the nominals in the 
expressions, and that no single verb-form could communicate all the tenses simul- 
taneously (Subba Rao 1969: 13, 15). However, while the Naiyayikas assert 
that in some nominal sentences one cannot impute a verb like asti, they have not 
made categorical distinctions like the ones proposed by Benveniste. In Panini's 
original scheme, while the possibility of ellipsis of asti is not to be rejected, the 
necessity of assuming the ellipsis of asti does not exist. Even Benveniste leaves 
some room for such a distinction between a '* possible ” and a ‘ necessary ” 
nominal sentence: (Benveniste 1950:25): ‘ La situation de la phrase nomi- 
nale est différente suivant que la langue considérée posséde ou non un verbe 
“être” et que par conséquent la phrase nominale représente une expression 
possible ou une expression nécessaire.” 


This last point needs some further consideration. According to the theory 
of Katyayana, the nominal sentence in Sanskrit is a possible sentence, though 
indeed not a necessary one. Such a perception of the Sanskrit data allowed 
Katyayana to develop this theory. If one takes seriously the modern understaning 
of Panini’s sentence-derivation, that it starts with semantics and produces a sur- 
face-expression, then one would have to say that the semantics for a true nominal 
sentence must be different from that of a verbal sentence. This would make the 
nominal sentence a ‘‘ necessary " expression of its peculiar semantics, lacking 
tense, aspect etc., unless such factors are provided by the context and the sentence 
is truly elliptical. 

RGB...11 
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This situation must be contrasted with many other languages where an 
equational sentence by necessity must be a nominal sentence and any insertion of 
a copula results in an ungrammatical sentence. Elena Bashir (1984 : 3-4) says 
about Telugu: 


If a ** predicate-adjectival " type of construction is desired, it must be 
expressed in the sentence form referred in the Telugu descriptive 
tradition as the ** equational sentence ’’. This sentence-type consists 
of :(B) S---5 NP NP 


The equational sentence does not involve simply an omitted copula, 
since the sentences are completely ungrammatical if a copula is 
inserted. Thus we have (2) and ( 3) 


(2) idi naa pustakam ( *undi ) 
this ( NOM) my book ( NOM ) ( *is ) 
« This is my book." 
(3) à pustakam naa-di ( *undi ) 
this book (NOM) . myit(3rd SG) (*is) 


« This book is mine.” 


The situation in Tamil is very similar. For instance: 


Tamil: idi enode pustakam ( *trruklaam ) 
this my book ( "is) 


* This is my book." 


Thus, in Tamil and Telugu, the equational sentences like the ones quoted above 
must be necessarily nominal sentences, and they are not sentences with the 
ellipsis of the copula. The copula would make them ungrammatical, and hence 
there is no justification for assuming its existence in the underlying structure. 
How would such a situation affect the grammatical theory ? We have clear 
instances of this in Hebrew and Arab grammarians. The Hebrew grammarian 
Ibn Janah ( 11th century A. D.) gives ‘“ Noun + Noun” as one of the three 
sentence patterns in Hebrew. His example for this pattern is: 


Hebrew:  Re?uven ?avikha 
Reuben father-your 
‘¢ Reuben is your father.’ 


Ibn Janah does not derive this sentence from the deletion of a copula, but sets it 
up as an independent type, because one cannot insert a copula in such a sentence 
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and still have a grammatical sentence. (I owe this information to Yael 
Maschler.) A similar question turns up in Arabic. Consider the following 
sentence : 


Arabic: ?il-bent zakeyya 


the-girl intelligent 
** The girl is intelligent.’ 


Such sentences do not contain verbs, and yet the native intuition considers them 
to be complete sentences. This leads linguists to reconsider whether each language 
must have its sentences derived from the basic Chomskian rule : 


S- =--> NP VP 


It is quite obvious that in many languages, the presence of a Verb Phrase does 
not seem to be obligatory in a sentence, despite the fact that these verbless 
sentences still have the logical form : 


Subject Predicate 


Considering the above facts, it allows us to understand what made it possible for 
Katyayana to come up with his theory. Looking at the surface of sentence 
variation in Sanskrit, Katyayana concluded that a sentence may or may not 
contain the copula, but that the presence of the copula does not make a Sanskrit 
sentence ungrammatical. Given this observation, Katyayana seems to have 
reasoned that a sentence without the copula must be an elliptical form of the 
sentence with the copula. Panini, on the other hand, seems to have been led by 
a deeper understanding of the nominal sentences and the semantics which under- 
lies them. For Panini, the presence or absence of the copula is not simply a 
question of surface variation, but that it signals some deeper semantic and 
syntactic differences. 


11.3. It seems that by requiring a finite verb in all participial sentences, 
Katyayana has devalued the syntactic value of the participial affixes. Further, 
by requiring the presence of a finite verb form such as asti in constructions such 
as rämah gatah, Katyayana has overlooked the possibility that the presence of 
such finite verb forms may be indicative of aspectual shifts. It is possible to 
interpret the sentence 7@mah gatah ** Rama went” as being an aspectually 
unmarked past tense sentence, and rämah gatah asti ** Rama is gone " as being 
a present perfect. Katyayana’s use of ellipsis to impute asti in all nominal 
sentences reduces the significance of this likely contrast in aspectual terms. 


11.4. The theoretical implications of tin-samanadhikarane prathama 
are as follows. There must be a finite verb in a sentence. There may or may 
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not be a nominative in a sentence. If there is some word coreferential with the 
finite verb, then there can be a nominative in a sentence. But there is one whole 
area of nominatives which is left outside this process of coreference. This is the 
area of nominatives of indeclinables such as ca ** and "' etc. in Panini's grammar. 
Those nominatives are quite crucial to the system, though are obviously not 
nominatives of coreference. These nominatives can be covered by Panini’s 
residual or default nominative, but cannot be covered by Katyayana's coreference 
nominative. Words like ca ** and ” cannot be construed in terms of any karaka 
classifications. 


12. Historically justifiable understanding of Panini's syntax 


12. After comparing Katyayana's ideas with those of Panini, it must be 
said that while Katyayana does bring interesting new ideas, he does not provide 
an overall complete systematic alternative which would take care of all areas of 
derivation. In contrast with Katyayana's proposals, Panini 


i) keeps the distinction between nominal and verbal sentences 
derivationally alive, 


ii) defines the nominative as a residual or default case, thereby 
serving several different purposes, 


iii) covers pure nominal expressions which have no karaka value 
whatsoever, 


iv) covers verbal sentences by ascribing values such as ‘agent ' 
and ‘ patient ’ to the finite verb affixes, 


v) covers participial sentences without having to impute finite verbs 
into them, and finally 


vi) covers nominatives for indeclinables so that they may be eligible 
for proper morphophonemic and compounding operations etc. 


While it thus clearly appears from the above discussion that Panini's original 
system offers a theoretically more satisfactory and wider coverage of Sanskrit 
sentences, it must also be admitted that Katyayana's ideas about sentence, and 
the assumption of a finite verb such as asti were accepted by Patañjali, and 
therefore by the later tradition, and greatly influenced the evolution of the 
later philosophical positions held by Paninian grammarians. 


13. Probable causes of theoretical change from Panini to Katyayana 


13.1. Final, I would like to explore some of the linguistic and 
philosophical changes which may have prompted Katyayana and Patañjali to 
assume theoretical positions different from those of Panini. 
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Detecting linguistic change which may have prompted Katyayana to 
propose a different theoretical position is a very tricky process. However, I 
would like to venture to point out at least some features of linguistic change 
in linguistic theory. It would seem that for Panini, it was not necessary to have 
a finite verb in a sentence, but on the other hand it could have more than one 
finite verb. Panini clearly seems to have been more closely aware of the late 
Vedic language than Katyayana, and in Vedic we do find some interesting facts: 


13.2. As Deshpande (forthcoming a) and Hock (forthcoming a) have 
shown, there were non-finite clauses in Brahmanas which had a number of 
sentential attributes. For instance, consider : | 


E (16) prajapaüih prajah srstva sa riricäna ivamanyata ‘ Praja- 
path, having created the creatures, he; felt emptied out as it were.” 


( KS 29. 9) 


E (17) te pasavo 'mula osadhir jagdhva apah pitva tata esa rasah 
sambhavati, ** these rootless animals having eaten the rooted plants, 
having drunk the water, therefrom this sap comes about ". (SB 
2. 3. 1. 10) 


From these passages, and many others, it is clear that the gerund clauses in the 
Brahmana and late Samhita language could have their own agent. These 
clauses had a certain independence of their own as indicated by the resumptive 
pronouns in these sentences. Thus it makes sense to believe that these non-finite 
clauses still had a sentence-hood of their own. I have argued before ( Deshpande 
1980: 110) that such usages may have prompted Panini to ascribe a more 
independent syntactic meaning to infinitival and gerund affixes. A. Meillet also 
looks at some Vedic infinitive usages as ‘* phrase nominale pure '', see: Meillet 
(1906 : 17 ), e.g. RV 4, 2, 1: hótà yájistho mahna £ucádhyai havair agnír 
mánusa irayádhyai : **le meilleur hotar doit briller grandement, Agni doit être 
mis en mouvement par les sacrifices de l'homme”. Delbrück (1888: 415) 
cites the example RV 10. 14. 2 : natsa gavyulir apabhartava u ** dieses Weide- 
land ist nicht zu ergánzen ", and comments : ** Der Infinitive fungiert in einem 
Satze mit ná wie ein Verb fin." More examples are cited in Delbrück (1888: 
411-13). In the Brahmana language, these ‘independent " reduced clause 
structures competed with clause union structures such as prajäpatih prajah 
srstva amanyata and in the eventua) history of Sanskrit, these clause-union 
structures won out over the more independant structures. This is seen in two 
ways. Even Panini (P.3. 4. 21 : samanakartrkayoh purvakale) says that 
the agent of a gerund must be identical with that of the main verb, Secondly, in 
the later classical usage, the use of resumptive pronouns is almost absent for the 
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agent. Thus, in the course of the history of Sanskrit, the non-finite clauses 
gradually lost their earlier sentential features, and became sub-sentential units. 


13.3. In terms of accents, there seems to have been a breakdown of 
multi-clause structures into individual structures. We do not have a great deal 
of evidence on this. However, P. 8. 1. 35 ( chandasy anekam api sakanksam ) 
says that two or more semantically interrelated verbs, in construction with hi, do 
not lose their accent in chandas. Without going into a greater discussion of this 
rule, it may be said that the rule points out that this phenomenon did not occur in 
the colloquial language as it was known even to Panini. One can draw similar 
conclusions from P. 8.1. 56 (yaddhitu-param chandasi), P. 8.1. 64 (vai- 
vaveli ca chandasi ), P. 8. 1. 65 ( ekanyabhyam samarthabhyam ) etc. These 
are indications that multi-clause structures functioned as single discourse units for 
the purpose of accent rules. Even Devasthali ( 1974 : 215) admits that in such 
rules Panini is '*evidently referring to the mahavakya." But clearly such 
multi-clause structures were gradually breaking up into individual sentence units 
in the post-chandas language. Considering that the accents were fast disappear- 
ing at the time of Katyayana, if indeed they had not already disappeared, this 
process must have been accelerated. 


13. 4. Asit has been pointed out by A. Meillet (1906), Jules Bloch 
( 1906-7 ), Benigny (1929) and E. Benveniste (1950), the distinction between 
nominal and verbal sentences (or ‘ La phrase nominale '" and ‘La phrase 
verbale ") goes back to the Indo-European period. Meillet (1906: 1ff) des- 
cribes this ** la phrase nominale pure ” as ** un présent de |’ indic. si la personne 
est suffisamment indiquée sans |’ intervention d’ une forme verbale." It would 
seem that Panini's original system keeps this distinction derivationally alive, 
without attempting to reduce one type to the other. Katyayana, on the other hand, 
clearly has a reductionist idea. In trying to reduce the nominal and verbal 
sentences to a single basic type, he had to figure out which of these types was the 
unmarked type. It seems that this decision was made by Katyayana in terms of 
the frequency of these types in usage, rather than looking at the nominative as 
the syntactically unmarked case. Jules Bloch ( 1906-7: 64) studied the prose 
parts of the Mahabharata, and found that in these portions the nominal sentence 
type occurs 315 times, while the verbal sentence occurs 1033 times. Certainly, 
the verbal sentence type is the most frequent type of sentence at this period in the 
history of Sanskrit. It would seem natural that a reductionist such as Katyayana 
would reduce the nominal sentence type to an underlying verbal type. 


In later Sanskrit, gradually the nominal sentence gains preponderence 
in scientific Sanskrit as shown by Hermann Jacobi (1903), as well as in the 
narrative literature, Bloch (1906-7 : 93) shows that in Sivadasa's Vetalapañca- 
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vimSati the nominal sentence occurs 1750 times in contrast with the verbal 
sentence which occurs 790 times. Such a shift, in addition to ontological 
considerations, allows the Naiyayikas to reassert the independence of and the 
prominence of the nominal sentence and of the nominative as the focus of the 
sentence-structure (prathamanta-mukhyavisesyaka-Sabdabodha). The Mimam- 
sakas, on the other hand, remain primarily concerned with the interpretation of 
the Vedic ritual texts, and assert the primacy of the verbal sentence type, often 
referring to Katyayana, and come up with their theory of the verb-ending as the 
focus of the sentence ( bhavanámukhyavisesyaka-$abdabodha ). ^ We shall not 
go into details of these later theories. However, it is interesting to note that 
given the fact that these are reductionist theories in essence, Katyayana and the 
Mimamsakas are more successful in reducing the nominal sentence type to the 
verbal sentence type through ellipsis. The Naiyayikas on the other hand are 
forced to admit that, while the nominative may be the focus of the sentence 
structure where such nominatives are found, there are verbal sentences such as 
the impersonal passive sentences ( e. g. caîtrena supyate, Lit : ** Sleeping is done 
by Caitra " ) where there is no possibility of having a nominative, and hence the 
theory of the nominative being the focus has trouble dealing with such sentences 
( V. Subba Rao 1969: 16-7, 25, Matilal 1985 : 413-414). V. N. Jha (1980 : 91) 
and Martandashastri Dikshit (1980 : 229-30) show that finally the Naiyayikas 
are forced to admit that the doctrine of the nominative being the focus works only 
as long as there is a nominative in the sentence and that if there is no nominative 
in the sentence, then some other item emerges as the focus ( asati badhake ayam 
niyamah, sati badhake tu tyajyate eva niyamah ). | 


13. 5. One may also speculate about the influence of the neighboring 
languages in the northwestern corner of the Indian subcontinent. As it has been 
pointed out by Meillet (1906 : 3), ** En ancien iranien, |’ absence de asti à la 
3€ personne du singulier du présent de l’ indicatif est normale." But as shown 
by Jules Bloch (1906-7 : 64), in the prose portions of the Mahabharata, the 
verbal sentence is the most frequent type of sentence. One can make a 
circumstantial argument that for Panini, who came from the northwestern region 
of India bordering on Iranian speaking regions, the nominal sentence had a certain 
kind of normalcy. For Katyayana and Patanjali, who came from the interior of 
Indian subcontinent, the greater frequency of the verbal sentence in their own 
contemporary Sanskrit may have determined a different notion of normalcy. In 
my previous publications ( Deshpande 1982 and 1983 ), I have shown that there 
is phonological and syntactic evidence to show that while Panini's linguistic 
intuitions were influenced more directly by the northwestern form of Sanskrit and 
its frontier environment, the linguistic intuition of Katyayana and Patanjali was 
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influenced by the Sanskrit of the interior of the Indian subcontinent a few 
centuries later, 


13.6 My student Elena Bashir asked me to consider whether the 
distinction of oral language versus written language may have had something to 
do with Panini’s lack of concern for the notion of sentence as defined by the later 
grammarians. One can only speculate on this point. Even if it is admitted that 
Panini knew writing, it is clear that his grammar is based entirely on the 
assumption of orality of Sanskrit. One may indeed claim that the use of 
writing went on increasing in later periods, so that it would be proper to 
believe that Katyayana and Patañjali had been exposed to a greater use 
of writing. It seems that Panini conceived of two kinds of non-theoretical 
breaks in linguistic utterances. (One of these breaks is on the level of 
phonology. This is the notion of avasana ‘ cessation of ‘phonation " ( P. 1. 4. 
114: virämo 'vasánam ). Under avasäna, one may include pause, as well as 
the end of an utterance. Thus, avasána marked boundaries of utterances 
phonetically. The other break is in terms of semantic-syntactic networks. A 
sequence such as gácchati ramdh pdlati sita ** Rama goes. Sita falls ” contains 
two semantic-syntactic networks. The first one ends with the word ramáh and 
the next one begins with the word pdtuti. There is no overlap between these 
networks, and yet there may not be a phonetic break. While normally the 
semantic-syntactic network and the utterance-stretches bounded by phonetic 
breaks would be isomorphic, it seems that the phonetic break imposed some kind 
of a break on the semantic-syntactic network and created a quasi-sentence. While 
the lack of a phonetic break between two stretches of utterances does not by 
itself impose a common semantic-syntactic network on the phonetically conjoined 
utterance, a phonetic break in an utterance, which otherwise would represent a 
single semantic-syntactic network, creates a quasi-break in the semantic-syntactic 
network as well. As Panini has noted, in Vedic the feet of a verse functioned 
like quasi-sentences. Thus, P. 8. 1. 28 ( (imn, atinah ) occurs under a continuing 
condition apädädau (P. 8. 1. 10: anudattam sarvam apadadau ) **if not at 
the beginning of a metrical foot." There is loss of accent for a finite verb, 
preceded by a semantically and syntactically related non-verbal item, if the finite 
verb does not occur at the beginning of a metrical foot. The finite verb at the 
beginning of a metrical foot retained its accent. This can be copiously demonstra- 
ted from the Vedic literature. The only way one can make sense of this situation 
is that the pause between metrical feet created some sort of quasi-sentence breaks, 
and hence what normally happened at the beginning of a sentence, also happened 
at the beginning of a metrical foot. I have used the term quasi-sentence, because 
I do not want to imply that the phonetic break at the end of a metrical foot 
created a complete break in the semantic-syntactic network. For instance, a 
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finite verb in a relative clause retains its accent, even if this relative clause 
is spread over two metrical feet, e. g. ami yd rksa nihitasa ucca náktam 
dddrsre küha cid diveyuh, RV 1. 24. 10. Here the relative pronoun yá is in 
the first foot, while the finite verb dédrére of this relative clause is in the second 
foot and yet it is accented. This indicates that the property of ‘relative 
clausehood ” is not abbrogated by the break caused by the metrical foot. Thus, 
the complex interplay between the phonetic breaks and the semantic-syntactic 
breaks seems to have been part of the accented oral Sanskrit and has been duly 
noted by Panini. On the other hand, written Sanskrit may have necessitated 
some other kind of sentence-breaks, giving rise to a more unitary notion of 
sentence as seen in the works of Katyayana. The notion that an unexpected 
phonetic break may in fact break down a sentence was noticed by all later 
theorists in India who included äsatti ‘phonetic contiguity’ as one of the 
conditions for sentencehood. One may venture to state that for Panini a vakya 
“ utterance ” represented an utterance communicating a single semantic- syntactic 
network and that it was not to be broken by a phonetic break ( avasana ), except 
perhaps by metrical feet in poetry. Such an utterance may be a clause, a phrase, 
a sentence etc. This kind of a notion of väkya * utterance '' does seem to be 
natural for a grammarian who was dealing with his own native language and was 
concerned only with its oral manifestation. P. 8. 1. 8 and 8. 2. 82 seem to be 
referring to this kind of an utterance unit, rather than sentence as defined by later 
grammarians. 


Panini's notion of samartha and its use in rules like P. 8.1.28 (tinn 
atinah) allows us to investigate Vedic accented texts with some hope of finding 
semantic-syntactic breaks, which are otherwise undetectable. For instance, 
consider the following : 


Rgveda 10. 148. la: susvanasa indra stumási tva 


I owe this reference to Prof. Hans Hock of the University of Illinois. Here, 
the verb stumási is accented, while normally we would expect it to be unaccented. 
One possible inference is that, as suggested by Hock, the participle éusvandsah 
may be functioning as an independent reduced-clause structure, not integrated 
with the matrix verb stumdst. This gives us a possible semantic-syntactic break, 
which cannot be detected by using Katyayana's reformulations. In Katyayana's 
theory, no such participial reduced clause could exist on its own without being 
integrated with some finite verb. This shows that Panini's original rules have 
more explanatory power than Katyayana's reformulations, and that Panini may 
indeed be closer to Sanskrit as a real spoken language compared to later 
commentators for whom it was a learned second language. 

RGB...12 
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13.7. As I have argued in Deshpande (1985), there is a shift from the 
encoding mode of Panini to the decoding mode of the later Indian theorists of 
language, and this shift toward the decoding mode begins in the works of 
Katyayana and Patafijali. The shift in the notion of sentence is an instance of 
this general shift in perspective. Panini’s conception of samarthya ‘ semantic- 
syntactic network ” is a basic stage in the process of encoding meaning into form, 
and it does not impute any morphological categories into the realm of semantics or 
syntax. A given semantic-syntactic value may be represented by a variety of 
morphological means may they be nominal, verbal or affixal. By requiring a finite 
verb in a sentence, Katyayana has essentially made a morphological requirement 
on the derivation of a sentence, which also forces one to impute certain semantic 
and syntactic elements into each and every sentence. ‘Thus, for instance, the 
requirement that there must be a finite verb in a sentence forces one to accept 
that thete must be an action as a necessary component of the semantic-syntactic 
structure of the sentenc. It seems to me that there is an admixture of several 
levels in Pataiüjali's statement. This is an interpretation of the semantics of a 
sentence in terms of the imputed morphological structure and not an analysis of 
the semantics as the starting point of the derivation of a sentence. Thus, in effect, 
the morphological categories, and therefore the surface of the sentence, has taken 
priority over its true semantic and syntactic structure. 


13.8. In terms of changing philosophical ideas, it is clear that Panini 
was not overly concerned about defending or adhering to particular ontological 
positions. I agree with Matilal ( 1985 : 380) that ** Panini implicitly made use 
of certain ontological categories such as substance and quality, while he was 
developing his grammatical system. ^ What is important to note is that looking 
at different rules of Panini one could draw exactly opposite philosophical 
conclusions. ‘This indicates that while Panini made use of certain ontological 
categories, he was not overly concerned about the structure of a complete 
ontological system. Even Patañjali attests to Panini’s lack of commitment to 
particular ontological theories. (See: kim punar äkrlih padarthah ahosvid 
dravyam | ubhayam ity aha | ubhayathä hy äcäryena sutrant pathitami |, 
MB, Vol. I, p. 6). On the other hand, both Katyayana and Patanjali are clearly 
concerned about particular ontological theories, which may have belonged to the 
early proponents gf Mimamsa and Vaisesikas. According to the Vaisesikas, 
actions inhere in the substance ( dravya ) but cannot be directly related to each 
other. The relation between two actions inhering in a substance must be the 
indirect relation of ** being related by inherence ( samavaya ) to a substance which 
is the locus of the given action " ( svasraya-samavetatva-sambandha ). Such an 
indirect relation. reminds us of Katyayana's characterization of the relation 
between the words nadyäh and (isthati in the sentence nadyah tisthati kule. 
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Katyayana calls such a relationship yukta-yukta ** being related to a related 
entity ” and does not consider this relationship sufficient to qualify for samarthya 
* semantic and syntactic relation °’ necessary for the operation of rules like 
P. 8. 1. 28 (tin atinah). The case of two actions being related to each other 
would be similar for him and hence we can see the philosophical justification for 
setting up a new definition of a sentence. Two actions related to a substance 
may also be considered to be samanadhikarana ** having the same ( substance as 
their) locus ". Again it is clear that such a relationship is acceptable to Panini 
who prescribes compounding of two coreferential nominals such as vira ** brave ” 
and purusa *'man"' by his rule P. 1. 2. 42 (tatpurusah samanadhikaranah 
karmadharayah). It is thus certain that the relationship of coreference or, in 
ontological terms, the relationship of two properties such as braveness ( viratva ) 
and manness (purusatva) residing in the same substance ( dravya —adhi- 
karama) was covered by Panini’s general notion of a semantic and syntactic 
network (samarthya). Katyayana objects to this relationship as well and 
argues that this represents no direct relationship ( Varttika 13 on P. 2. 1. 1: 
samarthanighate hi samanädhikarana-yuktayuktesapasamkhyänam asamar- 
thatvat), and Varttika 20: samänädhikaranesüpasamkhyänam asamartha- 
(vat). Panini, on the other hand, was not overly concerned with such 
philosophical disputes and held the commonsense view that two actions could 
be related to each other (sakanksa or samartha). This most likely is the 
philosophical basis for the difference of opinion between Panini and his successors. 
Increasing systematization of ontological theories lead to loss of elasticity of the 
earlier pre.systematic ontology of Panini. As I have shown in the last section 
of this paper, Pataiijali's support for Katyayana’s notion that there can be only 
one verb in a sentence is half-hearted, and that he argues in other places for 
syntactic linkages between actions. 


14. Patañjalÿs Views on Sentence 


14. 1. Here we shall briefly review the evidence in the Mahabhasya 
of Patanjali. So far, Devasthali, Bronkhorst and others have generally argued 
that Katyayana and Patanjali held the same view, and the passages from the 
Mahabhasya referred to so far in this paper would seem to support that 
conclustion. In many places Patañjali advocates that 


a) there must be a finite verb in the sentence; 


b) if there is no verb in the sentence-surface, then we must impute 
the verb asti into it ; 


C) there cannot be more than one verb in a single sentence, 
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On a close inspection of the Mahabhasya, it appears that Patañjalis support 
for the first two notions is quite firm. Devasthali (1974: 209) attributes to 
Patanjali the passage na hi kriyavinirmuktam vakyam asti, but as V. N Jha 
(1980 : 90) shows, this statement is not found in the Mahabhasya. However, 
the substance of this statement is very much in accord with Patanjali's attested 
statements. But there is evidence to argue that Patanjali's support for the last 
notion was only half-hearted. We base our conclusion upon the fact that in 
many places, Patañjali argues quite clearly that a finite verb can be linked with 
another finite verb. I quote the following passages : 


1) pacati bhavati | ... pacadayah kriya bhavati-kriyayah kartryo 
bhavanti | MB, Vol. I, p. 256. ‘Cooking is taking place. 
... In such sentences, actions like cooking become agents of the 
action of being. ” 


2) kriyapi kriyayepsitatama bhavati | MB, Vol. I. p. 277. 
* Even an action can be the desired goal of another action. '' 
Also : MB, Vol. I, p. 330. 


Based on these and other references in the Mahabhasya, later medieval writers 
like Giridharabhatta argue that according to Patañjali there could be more than 
one finite verb in a single sentence and that he differed from the opinion of 
Katyayana (See: phanibhasyakrtas tu ekatin vàkyam iti nanumanyante | ... 
anekatinantam apy ekam vakyam manyante |, Vibhaktyarthanirnaya, p. 65 ). 
Giridharabhatta then supports this conclusion by quoting Bhartrhari. He finally 
states that according to the followers of Patanjali there are three kinds of 
sentences : ( evam subantasamudayas tinantasamudayah subantatinantobhaya- 
samudayas ca trividham vakyam iti mahabhasyanusarimah, Vibhaktyartha- 
nirnaya, p. 67.): 


1) pure nominal sentences containi .g no finite verbs, 
2) sentences having more than one finite verb, and 


3) sentences containing nominals and finite verbs. 


The same conclusions have been stated by Giridharabhatta's preceptor, 
Gokulanatha Upadhyaya, in his Padavakyaratnakara (pp. 259-264), who 
explicitly refers ( p. 461) to the Mahabhasya as being ekatin-vakya-vidvesin 
** opposed to the view that the sentence can have only one finite verb.” The last 
two assumptions of Giridhara and Gokulanatha can be supported on the basis of 
evidence from the Mahabhasya. Referring to the sentence pasya mrgo dhävati 
“look, the deer is running”, Nagesa in his Paramalaghumaiijusa ( p. 110) 
points out that here the two finite verbs become part of the same single sentence, 
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Kaundabhatta, referring to the same example, says that according to the 
Mahabhasya this is a single sentence with two finite verbs ( bhasyasiddhaika- 
vakyata. Vaiyakarana-bhusana-sara, p. 47 ). The commentary Prabha on the 
Vaiyakarana-bhusana-sara (p. 47) makes it clear that Patañjali does not 
directly tell us that pasya mrgo dhavati is a single sentence, but that passages in 
the Mahabhasya such as the ones I have quoted above suggest this conclusion. 
Thus, the traditions of later grammarians and Naiyayikas concur in their opinion 
that Patanjali accepted the presence of more than one verb in a single sentence, 
However, the opinion of Giridhara and Gokulanatha that Patañjali accepted pure 
nominal sentences without the ellipsis of asti cannot be supported in the light of 
known evidence from the Mahabhasya. 


14.2. Thus, the gist of Patanjali’s views on sentence would be that for 
him there must be a verb in a sentence, but that there could be more than one 
verb in a single sentence. This understanding of Patanjali’s views distinguishes 
his ideas from those of Panini and Katyayana, and allows us to see the continuum 
of changing ideas in the early Paninian tradition. To the extent that Patanjali 
supports Katyayana's notion that there must be a finite verb in a sentence, he 
differs from Panini. However, to the extent he allows the semantic and syntactic 
linking of finite verbs, he agrees with Panini and differs from Katyayana, Thus, 
we must distinguish between passages where Patañjali is basically explaining 
Katyayana’s notion that there can be only one verb in a sentence, from those 
passages where he offers his own view that verbs can indeed be semantically and 
syntactically linked. For instance, Laddu ( 1980a : 227 ) says: 


« But Patanjali is found elsewhere stating in clear terms that one and 
the same sentence does not contain two finite verbs (na ca samäna- 
vakye dve tinante stah), while commenting upon Katyayana’s 
Varttika which points out the redundancy involved in Panini’s use of 
atin in the Sutra, (i$ atinah (8.1. 28), and hence recommends 
deletion of that word there. " 


Patañjali's statement referred to here by Laddu, and others, is clearly an explana- 
tion of Katyayana’s Varttika, and cannot be taken automatically as reflecting his 
own independent views. Similarly, the statement kriya kriyayä samavayam na 
gacchati, pacati pathati iti (MB, Vol. II, p. 57 ) quoted by Laddu ( 1980a : 
228) and Devasthali (1974: 210) is balanced by Patañjali’s own statements 
quoted earlier in this section. If one looks at the particular examples cited by 
Patanjali, one can see the difference between the statements. In pacati pathati, 
Patanjali cannot find any link between these two verbs. However, in the example 
pacatt bhavati, Patanjali says that the action of cooking is the agent of the verb 
bhavati, This relationship is identical with the relation that can exist between an 
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action expressed by a verbal noun such as pāka to the verb variate in the 
example pako vartate. Here, Patanjali admits that the action represented by the 
verbal noun is the agent of the verb, and he uses the word samaväya to 
characterize this relationship. (krdabhthito bhavo dravyavad bhavati | kim 
tdam dravyavad iti | dravyam kriyaya samavayam gacchati | kam samava- 
yam | dravyam kriyabhinirurttau sadhanatum upaiti | tadvaccasya bhavasya 
krdabhihitasya bhavati | pako vartate iti |, MB, Vol. II, p. 57). In more 
than one place, Patanjali has shown that one action can be syntactically linked 
with another action. By looking at all these contexts, one may be able to draw 
the following conclusions. For Patañjali, two actions expressed in pacati- 
pathati were not semantically and syntactically directly related in the sense that 
one action was a käraka of the other action. However, such a käraka relation 
between two actions obtained in examples like pacati bhavati and pasya mrgo 
dhävati. The second type of examples represented single sentences for Patanjali, 
while the first type probably did not. But in gederal, it is obvious that Patanjali 
was not against allowing the possibility of a semantic and syntactic relationship 
between two finite verbs. Such a view is indeed closer to the view we have 
reconstructed for Panini, though not identical in every respect. | 


15. Conclusions : 


Pure Nominal | Finite Plurality of Verbs 
Sentence | Verb in a Single Sentence 
Panini | Possible | Possible Possible 
Katyayana Not Possible Necessary Not Possible 
| Patanjali Not Possible Necessary Possible 
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